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currency swap through the exchange sta-
bilization fund or the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, beyond those already in effect, that
there is no projected cost (as defined in the
Credit Reform Act of 1990) to the United
States from the action; that such loans,
credits, guarantees or currency swaps are
adequately backed to ensure repayment;
that the Mexican government is making
progress in developing an independent bank
or an independent currency control mecha-
nism; that Mexico has in effect a significant
economic reform effort; and that the Presi-
dent has provided the documents described
in paragraphs (1) through (28) of House Reso-
lution 80 as adopted on March 1, 1995. For the
purposes of the final certification, any clas-
sified documents that may not have been
produced to the House of Representatives
would be produced to certain specified Mem-
bers of Congress.

5. The agreement modifies the definition of
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ to
include the Committees on Appropriations of
the House and Senate, and includes a defini-
tion for the term ‘‘exchange stabilization
fund’’ as stated in section 5302(a)(1) of title
31, United States Code.

The House bill contained no provision on
this matter.

Amendment No. 25: Restores the citation
of the House passed bill in lieu of the one
proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement restores the
title of the House passed bill in lieu of the
one proposed by the Senate.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH
COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1995 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 budget esti-
mates, and the House and Senate bills for
1995 follows:

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority
fiscal year 1995 ................ 2,365,696,629

House bill, fiscal year 1995 . ¥13,940,000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1995 ¥1,272,684,450
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1995 .................... ¥746,140,000
Conference agreement

compared with:
Budget estimates of new

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1995 ...... 3,111,836,629

House bill, fiscal year
1995 .............................. ¥732,200,000

Senate bill, fiscal year
1995 .............................. +526,544,450

For consideration of Senate amendments
numbered 3, 5, 6, 7, and 10 thru 25, and the
Senate amendment to the title of the bill:

BOB LIVINGSTON,
JOHN MYERS,
BILL YOUNG,
RALPH REGULA,
JERRY LEWIS,
JOHN EDWARD PORTER,
HAROLD ROGERS,
FRANK R. WOLF,
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
CHARLES WILSON,
ALAN MOLLOHAN,

For consideration of Senate amendments
numbered 1, 2, 4, 8, and 9:

BILL YOUNG,
JOE MCDADE,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
JERRY LEWIS,
JOE SKEEN,
DAVE HOBSON,
HENRY BONILLA,
GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT,

Jr.,
MARK NEUMANN,
JOHN P. MURTHA,
NORMAN DICKS,
CHARLES WILSON,
W.G. BILL HEFNER,

Except Ament. No. 1 re: ELF:
MARTIN OLAV SABO,

Managers on the Part of House.

MARK O. HATFIELD,
TED STEVENS,
THAD COCHRAN,
ARLEN SPECTER,
PETE V. DOMENICI,
PHIL GRAMM,
KIT BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
MITCH MCCONNELL,
CONRAD BURNS,
ROBERT BYRD,
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
HARRY REID,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 889
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995

Ms. PRYCE, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104–102) on the resolution (H.
Res. 129) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 889) making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions and rescissions to preserve and
enhance the military readiness of the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1995, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 483, MEDICARE SELECT EX-
PANSION

Ms. PRYCE, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104–103) on the resolution (H.
Res. 130) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 483) to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to permit
medicare select policies to be offered in
all States, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
f
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PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES TO SIT ON THURSDAY,
APRIL 6, 1995, DURING FIVE-
MINUTE RULE

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the following committees and their
subcommittees be permitted to sit to-
morrow while the House is meeting in
the Committee of the Whole House
under the 5-minute rule:

Committee on Agriculture; Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services;
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight; Committee on International
Relations; Committee on the Judici-
ary; Committee on National Security;
Committee on Small Business; Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure; and Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington?

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I do so to thank the
majority. This has been cleared with
all the minority ranking members.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Washington?

There was no objection.

f

THERE SHOULD BE NO NEW
TAXES ON FEDERAL EMPLOYEES
IN H.R. 1215

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, listening to
the 1-minutes back in my office, I
agreed with literally everything that
was said by the Members of my side, all
the help there is for American families
in the tax cut bill. But if everything
they said is true, and I believe it is
true, why would not the same help be
given to Federal employees?

I have been a leader in the family is-
sues for Federal employees and non-
Federal employees for the 102nd Con-
gress and the 103rd Congress.

The FBI agent that everyone here
would call if their husband or wife or
kids were kidnapped is a Federal em-
ployee. The cancer researcher out at
NIH that everyone would call quickly
if someone in your family had cancer is
a Federal employee. The Secret Service
agent, Timothy McCarthy, that
stopped the bullet that saved the live
of Ronald Reagan is a Federal em-
ployee.

So I say to my side, I agree with ev-
erything you have said, because the
American family is under more pres-
sure today than any other time in the
history of the country. But if this is
good for American families, it should
be good for the families of Federal em-
ployees.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the leadership of
my side to remove the provision which
increases the payroll tax on Federal
employees. it should never see the light
of day and should not pass.

Mr. Speaker, as one of the first Members of
Congress to call for family tax relief, I am



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 4330 April 5, 1995
pleased that this package has as its center-
piece a $500 tax credit for families with chil-
dren. This is a much needed tax credit to cor-
rect the tax inequity for families that has de-
veloped over the years when the deduction for
children was not indexed. The capital gains
tax cut, and the easing of the marriage penalty
are also to be commended. It is time that we
allow hard working American families to keep
more of their hard earned money. This bill is
a strong package to do that.

However, I come to the floor very troubled
and disappointed. In what was otherwise a
good bill for families and economic growth, the
leadership has chosen to include a tax on
Federal employees in this bill. For middle-
class Federal employees this is bad news. We
are making a very hasty decision regarding
the largest single employer in the United
States when the pension system we are sup-
posedly correcting faces no shortfall of legally
available budget authority to pay benefits.
There is no crisis here. Yet we are including
a tax that will hit middle-class Federal employ-
ees so hard that it will eliminate for most any
of the benefits of this legislation. That I believe
is unfair and a mistake.

Federal employees are virtually all middle-
class taxpayers. We promised no tax in-
creases on middle-class Americans; yet we
have picked on a politically unpopular target.
I am frustrated to be put in such an untenable
situation. This was not in the Contract With
America and it was rushed into this bill in fun-
damental violation of our promise of no new
taxes. If any action in this area were to be
taken it should be more properly taken in the
context of an overall entitlement reform effort
that objectively looks at the need, if any, to im-
prove the civil service system.

I was calling for family tax relief in the 102d
Congress and 103rd Congress when Repub-
licans in the White House, on the Ways and
Means Committee and the Budget Committee
wouldn’t give it the time of day. Many Demo-
crats also opposed it because they wanted the
money to fund more Government programs.
Yet my bill for family tax relief garnered bipar-
tisan support of 263 cosponsors in the 102d
Congress. Raising taxes to fund a tax cut was
never part of this picture.

So why sully our tax package now with a
tax increase? Using a tax increase to balance
is merely a return to failed policies of the past.
President Bush didn’t balance the budget by
raising taxes and neither did President Clinton.
In fact, in raising taxes both broke their prom-
ise to the American people. To include this tax
on Federal employees in this bill we will also
be breaking our promise in the Contract not to
raise taxes. We are repealing the Social Secu-
rity tax increase which the Democrats passed
to balance the budget because it hit many
middle-class retirees. Why repeat that mistake
by picking on another group? And why repeat
the disasters of the past in breaking promises
on tax increases?

A fundamental tenet of the Contract With
America is a commitment to no new taxes.
Once we cede the tax issue in any area we
will be open to the argument that it is OK to
raise taxes—it just depends upon whose. We
shouldn’t be talking about raising anybody’s
taxes. But this bill singles out Federal employ-
ees for a dramatic increase in payroll taxes.
For example, an FBI agent with two children
earning $50,000 will pay an additional $250 a
year to the Federal Government even with the

$500 tax credit. This is a $1,250 hit without
the tax credit. The 2.5 percent increase in
Federal payroll taxes represents a 36-percent
payroll tax increase. If this was being done to
any other workers in this country, Republicans
would never stand for it.

The Federal retirement system provision
that was put into this bill is even more onerous
than the provision proposed in the Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee,
where, by the way, the proposal couldn’t even
make it out of the civil service subcommittee.
There were only 2 days of hearings on this
very complicated issue and quite frankly there
were many issues unresolved. As our Rules
Chairman has noted, this is not a good prece-
dent to be setting.

Furthermore, most management experts will
tell you that as you are downsizing it is impor-
tant not to demoralize the remaining staff. Hit-
ting Federal employees across the board with
a payroll tax like this in conjunction with mas-
sive downsizing efforts will have a devastating
impact on morale at a critical time.

The issue of unfunded liabilities in the Fed-
eral pension system is still open to consider-
able debate and quite frankly is a debate I
would be happy to have in a timely and
thoughtful manner. When Congress originally
set up the new retirement system and inte-
grated it with the old system in the mid-80s we
spent months and months hearing from ex-
perts. Senator STEVENS led the effort in the
other body to see that this system was re-
formed in a sound and fair manner.

To that end, I believe we now have a work-
able system. The Congressional Research
Service reported that the Federal retirement
system trust fund balance is adequate to pro-
vide needed budget authority on an ongoing
basis. The combined funded and unfunded li-
abilities of the old retirement system is the
amount the Government would have to pay all
at one time if everyone who is or who ever
has been a vested CSRS participant could de-
mand a check for the present value of all the
benefits to which they would be entitled from
that time throughout retirement until their
death, taking into account future pay raises
they might receive and cost-of-living adjust-
ments after retirement. As CRS noted, this
event cannot happen in the Federal Retire-
ment System.

Federal pension obligations will just not
come due all at one time. Furthermore, given
the large downsizing effort in progress, the
pension liabilities will be dramatically reduced
in coming years. And that is just one more
reason why it is particularly unfair that Federal
employees will see this huge jump in their
payroll tax—many of them will be gone before
their pension even vests. Rather than include
this complex issue in this tax bill, perhaps we
need to establish a bipartisan commission to
look at federal pensions as well as the poten-
tial liabilities in the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation.

Finally, my understanding of the Contract
was that we were fundamentally rejecting the
idea of raising taxes to balance the budget
and just saying NO to tax increases in all
shapes and forms. To include a tax increase
in this bill fundamentally violates the anti-tax
spirit of the Contract. To add this payroll tax
when there are important issues still open to
debate is particularly unwise.

This is bad policy, bad politics and it is a
breach of faith to those who support a tax

break for the American family but can’t accept
an unfair tax hike on middle-class government
employees.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
are recognized for 5 minutes each:

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

A BILL TO END THE USE OF
STEEL JAW LEGHOLD TRAPS ON
ANIMALS IN THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce legislation to end the use of steel
jaw leghold traps. More than 50 of our col-
leagues have already endorsed this legisla-
tion. I want to be very clear: this bill would not
end trapping, but would simply end the use of
this particularly barbaric instrument. Less cruel
alternatives do, in fact, exist.

Mr. Speaker, this device was invented in the
1820’s and has continued to inflict needless
pain and suffering for over 170 years. Mr.
Speaker, since then we’ve passed a host of
animal welfare statutes, including the Humane
Slaughter Act and the Cruelty to Animals Act,
to name just two. Yet we continue to allow the
use of a device that slams with bone-crushing
force upon any animal that steps into it. This
trap does not discriminate between the front
paw of a fox, the hind leg of a golden re-
triever, or the hand of a small child. It is a bru-
tality that we should stop.

More than 60 countries—including the Euro-
pean Union—have recognized and acknowl-
edged the inhumanity of these traps. As of
January 1, 1996, countries that have not
ended the use of this device will no longer be
permitted to sell furs in European markets.
Unless we act now and follow their wise lead,
the United States will be sanctioned as one of
those countries. Mr. Speaker, some trappers
are concerned that passing this bill would re-
quire adopting alternative trapping methods
that already exist. That is true. But they must
understand that, without this law, the demand
for their furs will decline when the only buyers
to be found are those within our borders.

Mr. Speaker, most Americans support the
abolition of steel jaw leghold traps. It’s time to
join the growing circle of enlightened nations
that have realized that they can end the use
of these instruments without killing the trap-
ping industry. If we don’t act now, both the
animals and trappers themselves will suffer
the consequences. I encourage my colleagues
to join this effort to make this sensible change.
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